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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 8-10, 15, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Fukumoto et al. (US 6493296) in view of Kojima et al. (US 2002/0001282). 

In regard to claims 1 , 19 and 20, Fukumoto et al. teaches a tilt servo for adjusting 
a tilt angle between the optical disc and the object lens (column 7 lines 56-62); an 
optical electric integrated circuit (OEIC) for detecting light reflected from the optical disc 
(fig. 3); a DPD generator for generating a differential phase detection (DPD) signal 
according to the output of the OEIC (fig. 3 element 51); and a tilt search block receiving 
the DPD signal and being connected to the tilt servo, wherein the tilt search block 
controls the tilt servo to adjust the tilt angle between the optical disc and the object lens 
according to the DPD signal (column7 lines 46-55) but does not control the tilt to the 
angle having the lowest amplitude DPD signal. 

Kojima et al. teaches controlling the tilt to the angle having the lowest amplitude 
DPD signal (fig 4 and see paragraphs 41 and 42). 

The two are analogous art because they both deal with the same field of 
invention of controlling tilt in optical media. 
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At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. with phase correction of Kojima et al. 
The rationale is as follows: At the time of invention it would have been obvious to 
provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. with phase correction of Kojima et al. 
because it would reduce the number of parts necessary to carry out tilt control. 

In regard to claims 3 and 10, Fukumoto et al. teaches wherein the tilt search 
block further comprises an analog to digital converter to convert the DPD signal to a 
digital DPD signal, and the tilt search block controls the tilt servo to adjust the tilt angle 
between the optical disc and the object lens according to the digital DPD signal (see 
fig. 3, Fukumoto et al. teaches digital circuitry, therefore it is inherent that there is an 
AID converter). 

Method claims 8 and 9 are drawn to the method of using the corresponding 
apparatus claimed in claim 1. Therefore method claims 8 and 9 correspond to 
apparatus claim 1 and are rejected for the same reasons of anticipation as used above. 

In regard to claims 15 and 17, Fukumoto et al. teaches wherein the tilt search 
block is further for finding the optimal tilt angle by comparing only different amplitudes 
of the signal corresponding to different tilt angles (figs. 4 and 5). 

In regard to claims 16 and 18, see claim 9 rejection above. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fukumoto 
et al. and Kojima et al. in view of Scheffler (US 5021893). 
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In regard to claim 2, Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. teach all the elements of 
claim 2 except wherein the amplifier amplifies the signal to a maximum allowable input 
level. 

Scheffler teaches wherein the amplifier amplifies the signal to a maximum 
allowable input level (column 8 lines 26-31). 

The three are analogous art because they both deal with the same field of 
invention of recording data. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. with the amplifier of 
Scheffler. The rationale is as follows: At the time of invention it would have been 
obvious to provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. with the amplifier 
of Scheffler because using the maximum allowable input signal decreases the chance 
of an error. 

Claims 5-7 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. in view of Gleim (US 4888754). 

In regard to claims 5-7 and 12-14, Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. teach all the 
elements of these claims except the use of coarse and fine adjustment of the tilt. 

Gleim teaches the use of coarse and fine adjustment to control reproduction of 
data on an optical disc (column 1 lines 44-53). 

The three are analogous art because they both deal with the same field of 
invention of reproducing from optical media. 
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At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. with the coarse and 
fine adjustment of Gleim. The rationale is as follows: At the time of invention it would 
have been obvious to provide the apparatus of Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. with 
the coarse and fine adjustment of Gleim because by using coarse and fine adjustment . 
the tilt angle can be more accurately realized due to a specific servo that is designed for 
small movements. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3 and 8-10 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In regard to claims 5-7 and 12-14, applicant argues the coarse and fine 
adjustment mechanism of Gleim is different than the tilt search block of the applicant's 
claimed invention. However, the examiner maintains this rejection because the 
invention of Gleim and the applicant's invention, as claimed in claims 5-7 and 12-14, are 
the same thing. Gleim uses coarse adjustment to find a general area on the disc and 
fine adjustment to find a specific area on the disc. The applicant's invention does the 
same thing with angles. It would have been obvious to use this method of coarse and 
fine adjustment in Fukumoto et al. and Kojima et al. because Fukumoto et al. and 
Kojima et al. are trying to find the closest angle to what is required by their systems. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph Haley whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0574. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Korzuch can be reached on 571-272-7589. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




